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JT certainly beboves every one, who has the cauſe of 
_ Chriſtianity at heart, and who, at the ſame time, is 
fully convinced that the doctrine of the Trinity has 
no ſolid foundation i in Scripture, to be open in his teſtimony 
againſt it; as it is well known that nothing has ſo much 
contributed, as this doctrine, to prevent ihe propagating 
of the Goſpel among the inhabitants of the wide extended 
empires of Turky, Perſia, and China, who being told by 
the Chriſtian Miſſionaries, that there are three perſons 
in the Godhead, each of them equally and of bim/elf God, 
and yet that there is but one God ;” alſo © that one of 
. them came upon earth, and taking upon himſelf the form 
of Man, was ſcoffed at, ſcourged and crucified,” they im- 
mediately flout at the abſurdny, confider the whole as a 
fable, and will hear no more. The influence of this doc- 
trine is alſo equally pernicious in the countries where ' 
Chriſtianity has been eſtabliſhed, by its tendency to mul- 
tiply the number of Deiſts ; who, finding ſuch groſs ab- 
ſurdities adopted into the Chriſtian Creed, reject the 
whole without further examination. This we muſt be 
convinced 
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convinced of if we refle8, that whenever „ one or 
two groſs improbabilities inſerted in a relation of Facts, 
otberwiſe ever ſo probable, we are n led to with- 
bold our belief from the whole, 


1 bas long been a matter if grief and 4 aduiritie to 
all ſerious and thoughtful Chriſtians, that abe Gel of 
Jeſus Chriſt has made Jo little progreſs in the world. 
Surely its divine precepts are calculated not only to pro- 
mote the beſt intereſt both of individuals and of ſocieties 
here, but alſo to give mankind the fulleſt aſſurance of a 
future State, and the faireſt preſpects of obtaining img, 
mortal happineſs ; and for this reaſon it becomes the in- 
diſpenſible duty of every friend of mankind, zealouſly to 
endeavour to remove every obſtacle, which bas the leaf 
tendency to prevent the promulgation of it. 


Theſe confiderations bave ofcaſioned the publication of 

' the extracts contained in the following pages. It is ho- 
ped, that they will be received by the publick with can- 
dour, and be read with all the attention and impartiality 
which their importance demands. | 
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HUMBLE INQUIRY, &c. 


. HAT the bleſſed Jeſus has the title of God 
| | _ aſcribed ſometimes to him in thaHolyScrip- 

> tures, is not denied by Arians Of Secinians ; 

but it remains to be examined in what ſenſe that cha- 
racter, as given to him, is intended. Nor is this an 
unreaſonable or needleſs inquiry, ſince it is beyond 
all reaſonable denial, that the title of God is given in 


very different ſenſes in the Scripture. | 

1, Sometimes it ſignifies the moſt high, nerfett 
and infinite Being, who is of Himſelf alone, and owes 
neither his being nor authority, nor any thing to ano- 
ther : and this is what-is moſt commonly intended, 
when we ſpeak of God in ordinary diſcourſe, and in 
prayer and praiſe ; . in the moſt 
eminent ſenſe. | 

2. At other times it has a lower ſenſe, and is 
made the character of perſons who are inveſted with 
ſubordinate authority and power from that Supreme 


Being. Thus Angels are tiled Gods, Pſals viii. 5. Pal 97: 7: 


Thou haſt made him a little lower than the Gods, as it is 
in 


W 179. the chief of all gods, with whom none of thoſe god 


— 
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in the margin: So magiſtrates are Gods, Exod, wxii. 
28. P/al. Ixxxii. 1. Jobn x. 34, 35. And ſome- 
times in the ſingular number, one perſon is ſtiled 
Exod. 4. God, as Moſes is twice. fo called, ud to Aaron, and 
16. _ afterwards a God to Pbaroab; and thus the Devil is 
Ch. 7. 1. called the God of this world, i. e. the prince and 
mighty ruler_of it; though by unjuſt uſurpation, 

and God's permiſſion. , Now as he who alone is 

God, in the former ſenſe, is infinitely above all theſe ; 

s fo we find him diſtinguiſhed from all others who are 
Deut. 10. Called God, by this character, viz. a God of gods, or 


- 


ez. zz. may be compared. So Philo deſcribes him, to be 


- $6. 8. 


135. 5 not only the God of men, but the God of gods alſo. 


This is the higheſt and moſt glorious epithet given 
him in the Old Teſtament, when it is deſigned to 
make a moſt magnificent mention of his peerleſs 
greatneſs and glory. Equivalent to this, I take that 
title to be, which is ſo much uſed in the New Teſta- 
N ment, viz. the God and Father of our Lord Jeſus 
8 Eph. 1. 3, Chriſt, the God of our Lord Fejus, the Father of Glory. 
7. For ſince Jeſus Chriſt is the chief of all ſubordinate 
| Rev. 1. 5 powers, 15 Prince of the kings of the 'earthy and far 
| above the greateſt angels; | tbe Lord of lou, and 
Eph. 1. 21. Kg of kings {he who is ſtiled the God of our Lord 
Jeſus Chriſt, is therein, in effect, ſtiled the God of 

gods, or- above all gods. 4 $7 5420 3A 
Now the queſtion to be reſolved, is, in which of 
theſe two ſenſes Chriſt is ſaid to be God in the Holy 
 Scriprulſs ?\ The bare character of God determines 
nothing in this'cafe, becauſe®it belongs both to the 
| ſupreme 
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ſupreme and to ſubordinate beings in power and au- 
thority: but the queſtion is, Whether Jeſus ene 
be the God of gods, or above all gods? 

He is indeed the Lord of lords; but that notes an 
inferior character, compared with that of God of gods, 
as appears by 1 Cor. viti. 5. though it be included in 
the ſuperior ; ſo that he who is above all gods, is alſo 

over all lords, but not contrariwiſe. In ſhott, has 
Jeſus Chriſt any god over him, who has greater au- 
thority, and greater ability than himſelf, or not ?. 
this will decide the matter: for if he have a god 
above him, then is he not the abſolutely Supreme 
God, though in relation to created beings, he _ be 
a God (or Ruler) over all. 

Nor can we more clearly demonſtrate this pole, 
than by ſhewing, Sf, That Jeſus Chriſt expreſsly 
ſpeaks of another God than himſelf. Secondly, That 
he ons this God to be above or over him. Thirdly, 

That he wants thoſe ſupereminent and infinite per- 
feRions, which belong only to the Lord God of gods. 

Of theſe I hall treat in a manner ſuited to vulgar ca- 
pacities for I judge it very indecent to ſpeak or write 

of important articles (which the common people muſt 

believe, and muſt fo far underſtand) in ſuch a man- 
ner as leaves them wholly unintelligible. 


Firſt, Our Lord Jeſus Chriſt expteſsly ſpeaks of 
another God diſtinct from-himſelf : ſeveral times we 
find him ſaying, My God, of another, Mat. xxvii. 46. 
My Gad, my God, why haſt thou forſaken me © 80 
Fobn xx. 17. Sure he intended not to ſay, My Self, 
my Self, why haſt W This · God then 

; was 


John 7. 1. 


John 14. 
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was diſtinct from himſelf, as he declares in other 


places: He ſhall know my doctrine, whether it be of 

Cad, or whether I ſpeak of my ſelf. So Jobn viii. 42. 
where it is to be noted that he does not diſtinguiſh _ 
himſelf from him, as the Fatber, but as God; and 
therefore, in all juſt conſtruction, he cannot be ſup- 
Poſed to be that ſelf-ſame God, from whom he diſ- 


Zinguiſhes, and to whom he oppoſeth himſelf. How 


manifeſtly are the one God and the one Lord diſtin- 
guiſhed, 1 Cor. viii. 6 ? And that there may be no 
Juſt pretence to ſay with Placæus, that the God and 
the Lord, or the cauſe of which all things are, and 
the cauſe by or through which they are, are but two 
things ſaid of the ſame one God ; we may ſee them 
more clearly diſtinguiſhed, Eph. iv. 5, 6. where by 


the interpoſing other things between the one Lord, 


and one God, viz. one Faith, one Baptiſm, it e. 
evidently that theſe were not intended as two cha- 
racters of the ſame being. I think that none who 
impartially attends to the ſcripture-hiſtory, can doubt 
whether God, and his Chriſt, are not two diſtinct 
beings. «+ 6 
Secondly, Our Lord Jeſus owns, not * another 
than himſelf to be God; but alſo that be is above or 
over himſelf, which is plainly intimated alſo by his 
Apoſtles: Himſelf loudly proclaims his ſubjection to 


28, 30. the Father in many inſtances; in general, he declares 


Ch. 10. 29. 
John 5. 43. 


his own will, but God's, his rule; and in ſuch a pof- 


his Father to be greater than he : he ſays, he came not 
in his en, but his Father's name or authority; that 
he ſought not his own, but God's glory, nor made 


ture 
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ture oft ſubjection be came down from Heaven into this 
Earth; ſo that it ſhould ſeem, that nature which did 
pre-exiſt, did not poſſeſs the ſupreme will, even be- my 
Dre it was incarnate, Again, he owns his depen- Joh. 6. 18 
dance upon his God and Father, even for thoſe things 
which it is pretended belong to him as God, viz. 
the power of working miracles; of rajjing the Dead, Jong. th 
of executing univerſal judgment; of all which he 26. Ver 27. 
ſays, Of my own ſelf I can do nothing. In like man- . 39- 
nery his apoſtles declare his ſubjection to another, not 
only as his Father, but as bis God ; which 1s empha- 
- fically expreſſed, in calling the moſt bleſſed God, be 
God of our Lord Jeſus, after his humihation was over, 
'Epb. i. 17. and the Head of Chriſt is God, 1 Cor. xi. 
3. They declare his headſhip over the univerſe, . 
and the very foundations of his claim to honour and 
ſervice, to be, owing to the gracious: gift of God, 
echariſato aut'o, and yet theſe are * ot the higheſt phil. 2. g. 
orie of Jeſus Chriſt. 

Let me only add under this head, that Sea text, 
| fo full of irreſiſtible evidence for proving an inferi- 
ority in the Son to his Father, or to God, 1 Cor. xv. 
from ver. 24, to 29. where the Apoſtle ſays ſeveral 
things to this purpoſe. 


I. That all things are to be put under Qpriſt a 
feet ; all enemies and powers are to be ſubdued to 
him: but adds, that it is manifeſt, God muſt be ex- 
cepted out of theſe things that are under him, and that 
for this reaſon, becauſe it is he who did put all under 
bim. And how comes it to paſs, that it is ſo evident 


2 wu that another muſt be ſuppoſed to be the great, 
_ Author 


— 
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Author of this triumph of Chriſt ? Why might it not 
be done by himſelf independantly, if the Supreme 
God ? and then there need have been no exception 
of any one being out of the all things under him: but 
the Apoſtle knew that Jeſus Chriſt muſt needs tri- 
umph by a power derived from God, to whom it Was 
moſt eminently to be aſtribed; and then to one Who 
had ſuch thoughts, it was manifeſt that there muſt be 
one excepted from the all tbings under him, becauſe 
he muſt needs be above Chriſt, who enables him to 
ſubdue all things, or makes him a God over all, 


2. The Son ſhall deliver up bis kingdom to God, 
even the Fatber, that is, not to the Father, Son, and 
Holy Ghoſt, as ſome pretend, but to the Father only j 
fince it was the Father who gave bim all power in 

| Heaven and Earth, and who made him King in Zion : 
Into his hands he will make a ſurrender of all; in 
teſtimony of his having done all in a ſubordination 

to him; and having acted and ruled in dependaneg 

on him, who ſhall have a ſatisfactory account of all 

given to him in the end. This is a N PR 
to the Father as ſupreme. 

3. Then the Son himſelf ſhall be fubjett tn bin Tat 

put all things under him, 1. e. to God his Father, that 

Cod my be all in all; that his ſubjection ſhall be 
then manifeſted by an open, ſolemn acknowledgment 

of it, when he ſhall recognize the ſupremacy of the 
Father in that publick act of ſurrender : So that; 
though formerly (in the preſent a= all judgment and 
rule was committed to the Son ; yet then it ſhall be 


etherwiſe, and God will more immediately appear 
the 


+ 
* 
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the Government of the future ſtate, which ſhall not 
be ſo much ſhared probably, between him and the 
Redeemer, as the prefent adminiftration appears to 
be. This then will be the iſſue of all our diſputes 
God all in all, and the Son him/elf ſubjef under him. 


Can any thing be more expreſſive of an ene 
between God and Chriſt ? 


But it will be ſaid by ſome, That th the Son here! 
is meant the Son of Man, or Chriſt as Man; while 
as God, he ſhall not be ſubjected to the Father. 
Reſp. As there is no intimation of any ſuch diſtine- 
tion between the pretended wo natures of the Son 
here; ſo there is enough in the words to ſhew, that 
they are ſpoken of him, under his higheſt capacity 
and character; inſomuch, that Monſieur Claude 
maintains it to be true of the Son of God, as to his 
(ſuppoſed) divine nature. But though there is no 
need of ſuppoſing ſuch a. nature (which I think the 
text plainly contradicts) yet his reaſons will hold fo 
far, as to prove the words do ſpeak of Chriſt, under 
the higheſt character he bears, by the name of Son: 
for, firſt, as he ſays, it is not ſaid the Son of Man, but 
the Son abſolutely, which he thinks in the ſcripture-uſe 
is wont to mean more than the Son of Man; and 
undoubtedly it imports all that comes under. that 
title: Nay more, it is ſaid, even the Son himſelf, with 
great emphaſis ; . d. as great and glorious as he is 
with all his grandeur and power, he bimſelf ſhall be 
ſubject. Secondly, His ſubjection being oppoſed to 
his reign, both muſt be underſtood of the ſame ſub- 

Jet ; be ſure the delivering up the kingdom can 2 
<> 


. 
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be done by the ſame to which it was committed, and 
by which it was managed. Now I ſhall allow, that 
only in his human nature, Chriſt could give up his 
kingdom; but then it is becauſe it is as man delegated, 
and inhabited by God, that he ſways and manages this 
kingdom; and if this be allowed (as I think it needs 
muſt) that the man Chriſt is ſufficient, by help from 
God, to manage his univerſal ſpiritual kingdom, I 
ſee no reaſon there will be to oppoſe thoſe Unitarians, 
who think him to be a ſufficient ſaviour and prince, 
though he be not the only ſupreme God : nor can 
any, with reaſon, attempt to prove him to be ſuch, 
from his works and office as king of his church, ſince 
it is implied, that as ſuch he muſt do homage to God 
the Father, in delivering up his kingdom to bim. And 
this very expreſſion, io God the Fatber, makes it plain, 
that there is no God the Son, in the ſame ſenſe, or in 
the ſame ſupreme eſſence with the Father ; becauſe 
if there were, then he ought not to be excluded from 
his glory of having ſuch open homage paid to him, 
which is here appropriated to the Father only. And 
ſince the Apoſtle ſpeaks of the ſame God (whom he 
explains to be the Father) to the end of this diſcourſe, 
and ſays he ſhall be all in all; how evidently does he 
ſhew him to be far beyond all that are not God the 
Father, whatever character elſe they bear? So then, 
Jeſus Chriſt, in his higheſt capacity, being inferior to 
the Father ; how can he be the ſame God, to which 
he is ſubject, or of the ſame rank and dignity ? 


Thus it appears that Chriſt is ſo God, us to be un- 


der a ſuperior God, who has ſet him over all: And 
ſuitable 


* 9 * 
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ſuitable to this, is that account which the Scrip- 
ture gives us of the Godhead of the bleſſed Jeſus, 
viz." Becauſe he is inveſted with a godlike authority 
and power, from the ſupreme God his Father. Thus 
when he was accyſed by the captious Jes, for aſ- 
ſuming the character of the Son of God (which they 
perverſly would ſtretch, as though it implied an John 10. 
equality with God) he explains in what ſenſe only he 35, 36. 
Juſtified it, viz. as one whom the Father had ſancti- 
| fied, i. e. called to a greater office, and honoured with 
a higher commiſſion than thoſe magiſtrates, on whom 
the ſcripture ſo freely beſtows the title of Gods. So Heb. 1.8, 
| When he is called God, it is explained in what ſenſe, * 
or of what ſort of God. It is to be underſtood, by 
ſaying, that bis God (intimating that he had a God 
over him) had anointed bim with oil, &c. that is, had 
inveſted him with royal power and dignity (as kingy 
were inſtalled in their office, by anointing with dil, 
among the Jews) which is an explication of his God- 
head or dominion : And this is ſaid to be above all 
bis fellows, not ſure above the Father and Holy Spi- 
rit, (which only are pretended to be his fellows, as 
God, by them who underſtand it of the ſupreme God- 
head) but above all other ſubordinate beings. This 
is one plain ſcripture-account of his being called God, 
for theſe things are ſpoken to him, and of him, under 
the character of God; O God, thy throne, &c. I 
think men ſhould be well aſſured on what grounds 
they go, before they aſſign other reaſons of this cha- 
raQter, ſo different from the ſcripture-account : Let 
it ſuffice us, that God hath made him both Lord aud As 2.36. 
| Chriſt 3 


* 


x 


Ch. g. 31. 


Phil. 2. 6. 
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Cbrift ; that he has exalted him to be 4 prince and a- 
| However, our adverſaries will gain nothing by al- 
ledging texts to prove the title of God to be given to 


Chriſt, ſince that may be, and yet it will not prove 


him to be the ſupreme independent God, but enly 
one who is inhabited of, and commiſſioned and ena- 
bled by him who is ſo. As to that place, which is 
corruptly rendered in our tranſlation, be thought it no 
robbery to be equal with God ; it is confeſſed by our 
adverſaries themſelves, that it ſnould be read thus, 
viz. that he did not aſſume, or anrogate, or ſnatch at, 
or covet an equality with God : the words are never 
known to be uſed in any other ſenſe, as is ſhown by 
Doctor Ti//at/on in his diſcourſes againſt the Sacini- 
ang; alſo by Dr. #hitby in his expoſition on chat 
place, and others. So that this rather denies than aſ- 
ſerts Chriſt's equality to God, though ſtill he was in 
the form of God, as that notes the outward re/emblanee 
of him in his mighty power and works, Sc. which is 
the conſtant meaning of the word form in the Ne- 


Teſtament. 


But becauſe ſome think ſuch perſections are i in 
ſcripture aſeribed to Chrift, as will prove him to he 
God in the higheſt ſenſe, I proceed to ſhew, 

Thirdly, That our bleſſed Lord Jeſus diſclaims thoſe 
infinite perfe&tions which belong only to the ſupreme 
God of gods. And it is moſt-certain, that if he want 
one, or any of theſe perfections that are eſſential to 
the Deity, he is not God in the chief ſenſe : And if 


we find him diſclaiming the ene, he cannot challenge 
the 


1 
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the other; for to deny himſelf to have all divine per- 

fections, or to deny himſelf to be the infinite God, 

is the ſame thing. Let us obſerve ſome inſtances for 
the proof of this point. 

1. One great and peculiar perfection of the Deity, 
is abſolute, underived Omnipotence : He who can- 
not work all miracles, and do whatever he liſt of him- 

ſelf, without help from another, can never be the ſu- 

preme Being, or God; becauſe he appears to be an 
impenfect, defective being, comparatively, fince he 
needs help, and can receive additional ſtrength from 
another than himſelf. 

Now it is moſt evident, that our Lord Jeſus (what- 
ever power he had) confeſſes again and again, that he 


had not infinite power of himſelf ; Of my /e/f I can do John 5. 30, 


nothing. He had been ſpeaking of great miracles, 
viz. raiſing the dead, and executing all judgment; 
but all along takes care, men ſhould know that his 
fufficiency for theſe things was of God the Father. In 


the beginning of the diſcourſe, he ſays, The Son can ver, 


do nothing but what be ſees the Father do : So in the 


middle, The Father has given to the Son to have life in v. 26, 250 


himſelf: and as if he could never too much inculcate 
this great truth, he adds towards the concluſion, 7 
can do nothing of my ſelf, apo emautow, or from nothing 
that is my ef do I draw this power and authority. 
Sure this is not the voice of God, but of a man! Foy 
the Moſt High can receive from none; he cannot be 
made more mighty or wiſe, Sc. becauſe to abſolute 


: perfection can be no addition. And ſince power in den- 
God, is an eſſential perfection; it folly, that if i 95 35. 


* 
, 


bY 
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evident that he diſtinguiſhes himſelf from God, as 


a\ 
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be derived, then ſo is the eſſence or being itſelf : 
which is blaſphemy againſt the Moſt High, for it is 
to ungod him; to number him among poor, depen- 


dent, derivative beings ; whilſt the ſupreme God in- 


deed is only he who is the firſt cauſe, and abſolute 
original of all. | 

Nay further, Our Lord conſiders himſelf here, in 
oppoſition to his Father ; who, he ſays, gave him all 
power : Now if he had ſuch an eternal, divine Word, 
united more nearly to him than the Father, ſurely 


he would have owned his power to be from that 


Word or divine Son. 

How comes he to aſcribe nothing to that, ſince it 
is ſuppoſed to be equal in powgr to the Father him- 
ſelf, and more nearly allied to Jeſus Chri the 
operating principle in him? My Father in me does 
the works; by which it is evident there was no di- 
vine agent in and with him, but the Father; He 
only has all power of himſelf, and needs no aſſiſtance. 

2. Another infinite perfection, that muſt needs be 
in the Deity, is ſupreme, abſolute goodneſs: All na- 


tions have conſented to this by the light of nature; 


that T'agatbon, & Optimus Maximus, are the prime 
characters of the Supreme : as the orator ſays, he is 
one, quo nec melius, nec majus concipi poteſt ; the ful- 
leſt, and higheſt of all that are called good : for indeed 
all other good is derived from him. 


Now the Lord Jeſus expreſly diſclaims this cha- 
rafter ; Jeſus ſaid to him, Why calleſt thou me gad? 
there is none good but one, that is God ; where it is moſt 


not 


, 
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not the /ame with him, and denies of himſelf what he 
affirms of God : And as to that divine perfection of 
ſupreme, infinite goodne/s, he challenges the man for 
preſuming to ſay what ſeemed to attribute it to him, 
and leads him off to another, who, and who only was 
more eminently ſo. P 

It is aſtoniſhing to ſee what violence is offered to 
the ſacred text, by ſuch as maintain the equality of 
Jeſus Chriſt to God his Father: What a ſtrange fetch 
is it, to ſuppoſe our Lord's meaning to be this? g. d. 
T know, man, thou doft not take me for God, as l am; 
why then doſt thou give me the title belonging to him 


only ? when there is not one word in the context looks | 
way: for Chriſt never challenges the poor + 
this, that he thought too meanly of him | 
(as they ſuppoſe) but quite contrary, that he thought,” | 
or ſpake too highly of him. And verily if the mans 


ing t 
man 


errortay in this, that he thought too meanly of Chriſt, 
whilſt his words otherwiſe were juſtly enough applied 


to him; I cannot think our Lord would have rebu-+ 
ked him in that manner: for inſtead of keeping him 
ſtill to the right object, and rectifying his apprehen- | 


ſions about it, which only were wrong, he ſeems clearly 
to carry him off to another from b:m/elf, as not the 
right object, without rectifying his thoughts of Chriſt 
at all; and to what end could Chriſt reprove him i in 
ſuch a way, as never tells him what was his fault, ra- 


ther tempts him to run into another, and leads him + 


out of the way? 


It ſhould ſeem rather (if any ſuch notion had been 


then conceived by any) that the man did think him 
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to be God: for if he thought him to be the ſupreme 
good, that was to make him God in his eye; and if 
he did not intend ſo much, but only meant it of an 
znferior good, how could Chriſt rebuke him for itz 
ſince that was no fault or error? And truly they who 
ſay Chriſt's receiving wagſbip, when on earth, proves 
his Deity, can hardly give an account why the man 
ſhould give, or Chriſt receive worſhip from him, as 
he did, Mark x. 17. if he did not take him for God. 
However, whatſoever the man thought, he ſays what 
Jeſus Chriſt thought, was only proper to be ſaid of 
God, and too much to be ſaid of himſelf, as the ob- 
vious ſenſe of his words declares. 


| And let me add, that if our Lord Jeſus had on 
purpoſe left the matter diſguiſed, not willing to diſ- 
cover who he was then; yet it is ſtrange that the 
Evangeliſts, who many years after relate the matter, 
when it was neceſſary to have it believed that Chriſt 
was ſupreme God (as it is pretended) that they, I 
* fay, ſhould not unriddle the matter, by inſerting ſome 
cautious clauſe, as that this he ſaid to prove him, or 

; becauſe he knew he denied his Godhead, or the like; 
For ſometimes on leſs occaſions they enter ſuch cau- 
tions, Fohn vi. 6. ch. xxi. 23. And yet though bree 
of the Evangeliſts relate this diſcourſe, they all do it 
the ſame way, and not one of them ſays a tittle to 
direct us to this ſecret way of interpretation, but 


leaves us to the hazard of a moſt fatal miſtake (even 


2 recommended to us by this hiſtory ;) if Jeſus Chriſt 


were indeed the ſupreme good in as high a ſenſe as 
God his Father, which he ſo apparently here denies, 
"> ih and 


* 


» 
— 
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and by that denies himſelf to be the moſt high God. 
3. I will only add one perfection more, viz. Ab/o- 
lute Omniſcience, or unlimited knowledge of all things, 
paſt, preſent, and to come, Pf. cxlvii. 5. His under- 
Aanding is infinite, So Ja. xli. 23. Ads xv. 18. 
Known to God are all bis warks from the beginning, 
Now, it is plain our Lord Jeſus Chriſt had not 
this infinite knowledge; particularly not of future 
things, ſuch as the day of judgment. Mark xiii. 
32. Says he, Of that day knows no man, no, not the 
angels in Heaven, nor the Son, but the Father only. 
Here the Son profeſſes his knowledge to be limited, 
and inferior to the Father's, i. e. the Son of the Fa- 
ther, or Son of God ; the Son as'above angels in know- 
ledge, the Son in the moſt eminent ſenſe.” Now how 
is it poſſible the Son can be God infinite, and yet 
have but a finite underſtanding ? ? or can he be equal 
in knowledge to the F ather, and yet not know as 
much as the Father ? And be ſure if he was not an 
infinite God, when on earth, he cannot be ſuch af- 
terwards, Thus we have ſeen Chriſt himſelf, with 
his own mouth, diſclaiming infinite original power, 
goodneſs and knowledge to belong to him, but he 
attributes them to his Father only, as another, diſtinct 
from himſelf, from whom he derived of each in 2 
dependent limited manner. 
What can be ſaid againſt theſe plain 8 
I imagine our oppoſers have but one hi left for the 
evading them, and that is a diſtinction which ſerves 
them in all caſes ; for they ſay, Jeſus Chriſt ſpeaks 
theſe things of himſelf, as man only, while het had 
| another 


ing how abſurdly this diſtinction of the /wwo natures 


from Chriſt's own mouth, which, in their natural 


ſeveral remarks to make upon this common anſwer. 


conſiſtency with truth and ſincerity, (which he always 
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another nature as God, which he reſerved, and ex- 
cepted out of the caſe : ſo that when he ſays, /camoto |\ 
do thus my ſelf, or I am not to be called the chief 
good, or do not know this, &c. according to them, 
the meaning is, I have not theſe perfections in my 
buman nature; but yet I know, and can do all, unaſ- 
ſiſted, and am the chief good in my divine nature, 
which alſo is more properly my ſelf. The vanity of 
which ſubterfuge I intend now to lay open, by ſhew- 


is pretended, to take off the force of ſuch expreſſions 


and undiſguiſed appearance, do proclaim his inferi- 
ority to God, even the Father. And I ſhall dwell 
the more upon this, becauſe it is the moſt popular 
and common evaſion, and comes in at every turn, 
when all other relief fails. 

It would be no unreaſonable demand, to aſk, what 
intimation of any ſuch diſtinction of two natures they 
can point us to, in any of theſe diſcourſes of. Chriſt ? 
Why ſhould men deviſe or imagine for him, ſuch a 
ſtrange, and ſeemingly deceitful way of ſpeaking, 
from no ground, nor neceſſity, other than that of up- 
holding their own precarious opinion ? But I have 


That which in the irt place I have to object 
againſt it is, That our bleſſed Lord Jeſus Chriſt, if 
bymſelf was the ſupreme God in any nature of his own, 
could not have ſaid ſuch things, as I conceive, in any 


maintained ſtrictly) he could not ſay himſelf could 
not 


, 
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not do, or did not know the thing, which all this 
while him/e/f could do, and did know very well, as 
beſure if he was the ſupreme God, he could, and did; 
for this were to make him ſay what is moſt falſe, and 
to eguivocate in the moſt deceitful manner: for though 
we ſhould ſuppoſe he conſiſted of two infinitely diſ- 
tant natures, and ſo had two capacities of knowledge, 
Sc. yet ſince him/elf includes them both, it follows, 
that the denying a thing of himſelf in abſolute terms, 
without any limitation in the words, or other obvious 
circumſtances, does plainly imply a denial of its be- 
| longing to any part of his perſon, or to any nature in 
it. For though we may affirm a thing of a perſon, 
which belongs only to a part of him ; as I may pro- 
perly ſay a man is wounded or hurt, though it be only 
in one member, ſuppoſe an arm : yet I cannot juſtly 
deny a thing of him which belongs only to one part, 
' becauſe it belongs not to another; as I cannot ſay a 
man is not wounded, becauſe though one arm be het 
or wounded, yet the other 1s whole. 


For inſtance, I have two organs of ſight, two eyes. 
Now ſuppoſe I converſe with a man with one eye 
ſhut and the other open; if being aſked whether 1 
ſaw him, I ſhould dare to ſay I ſaw him not (wich- 
out any limitation) meaning to my ſelf, that I ſaw 
him not with the eye which was ſhut, though ftill 
I ſaw him well enough with the eye which was open; 
I fear I ſhould bear the reproach of a liar and deceiver, 
notwithſtanding ſuch a mental reſervation as ſome 
would attribute to the Holy Jeſus. For knowledge 
is the eye of the perſon ; Jeſus Chriſt is ſuppoſed ts 

have 
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have two of theſe knowing capacities; the one weak, 
the other ſtrong and piercing, that diſcerns all things. 
Now as ſuch an one, the diſciples repair to him, and 
_ aſk him, when the end of the world and time of his 
coming ſhall be ? He anſwers them, by giving them 
ſome general account of the matter, but ſays that the 
particular day and hour he knew not, nor did any 
know but the Father, meaning (ſay my oppoſers) that 
he knew it not with his human knowledge, though 
he knew it well enough with his divine, at the ſame 
time that he ſaid, the Son knows it not, abſolutely and 
indefinitely. ; 

And yet if Jeſus Chriſt had a divine kecnfolge 
and nature, no doubt his diſciples (who, if any body, 
- muſt be ſuppoſed to believe it) directed the queſtion 
to that, rather than to the imperfe& human capacity ; 
and yet in anſwer to it, he ſays, he knew not the day, 
which would not be counted ſincerity or truth in 
men, much leſs was Jeſus Chriſt in danger of it, in 
his mouth »o guile was ; let us not impute it to him. 

That you may ſee this is fair reaſoning, hear how 
ſome of the other ſide you it, when out of the heat 
of this controverſy. See Dr. Stilling fleet's Sermon 


on Mat. x. 16. ſpeaking 572 the equivocations of Po- 


piſn Prieſts, whoſe common anſwer, when examined 
about what they have known by confeſſion, is that 
they know it not, which they think to vindicate from 
the charge of lying, by ſaying, that in confeſſion, the 
Prieſt knows matters as God, not as man, and therefore 
be denies to know them, meaning it as man. ' But, ſays 
the Doctor, this is abſurd ; becauſe to ſay he does 


not 


Wo? | Lf 
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not know, is as much as to ſay. he doth not any way 
| know. Nov if this be a good anſwer againſt the Pa- 
piii, as no doubt it is; then ſure it is ſo in the pre- 

ſent caſe. Therefore when Chriſt ſays, he knows not 
the Day of Judgment, it is as much as to ſay he does 
not any way know it; and conſequently, it is a vain 
. ſhift to ſay, it was as man only: we muſt beware leſt 
we bring the holy Jeſus under ſuch a reproack for 
equiyocation, as the Romiſh Prieſts lie under; and 
make the Je/uits themſelves think they have a good 
title to that name, by imitating herein his example, 
which in this very inſtance they alledge with ſo great 
advantage, according to this interpretation. 
2. As a farther evidence, that Jeſus Chriſt intend- 
—_— diſtinction of two natures, as is pretend- 
ed; it is to be obſerved, that he puts not the difin- 
ion, or oppoſition between the Son of Man, and the 
eternal Mord (as ſome ſpeak) but between the San fark 13. 
and his Fatber: Not the Son knows, but only ibe Fa- 32. 
ther; by which it is plain, he had no thought of in- 
cluding any perſon or nature of his own. among the 
excepted-: for whatever was not the Fatber, he ſays, 
was ignorant of that day. No it is certain, that in 
20 nature was the Son the Father; and canſequently' 
where none but the Father knows, none who is 01 the 
Father, can be intended: and ſince our Lord was 
making an exception in the caſe, he would not have 
forgotten to except the eternal Mord tao, if there had 
been ſuch a divine principle in himſelf, egual to the 
Father and diſtinct from him; for it is a known rule, 
that an exception from a general aſſertion confirms 
it as to other inſtances _ excepted. * +, nu T2 
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Will they ſay, that by the Father is meant alk three 
perſons here, viz. Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt 3 
What l can the Father, as oppoſed: to: the: Son, be put 
for the Father and the Son? What woful work will 
this: make with: Scriprure,. to ſuppoſe that what are 
oppoſed to each: other, do include each other, under 
tlie: very characters by which they are oppoſed ? A 
well may they ſay: that in che Baptiſmal Form, by the 
Father is meant, Father, Son, and Spirit, though he 
be diſtinguiſhed: from the otfien two. And L ſhould 
deſpair of ever underſtanding the Seriptures above 
all: books that ever were written, at this rate of in- 
terpretation. No doubt therefore, but the Father; as 
oppoſed to the San, excludes: all that is the Son; and 
then there could be no Son of God that knew of that 
day which only the Father knew. of, ago 
no Son that is God egual to the Father. 

3. Moreover, Phat interpretation muſt needs be 


| an which, if admitted, will make all, even the 


moſt plain ſpeech, uncortain; and utterly-infignificant; 


as this interpretation of Chriſt's: words would do. 


For as I aſk the patrons of this opinion, in hat words 
Jeſus: Chriſt: could in brief have denied hiimſelſ tp be 
God: Moſt High, if he had a mind to do it, more plain 
and full than theſe? in which he ſays, he knew nor 


all things as the Father did, nor could do all things; 


Sc. So. I would fain have them ſhew me, what 
words of that nature he could: have-uſed. which.the 


[ame way of interpretation, as they here uſeg will not 


evade and make inſignificant. For had hen fnid, or 


ftwurn in plain words thus; viz Till ycu. I am not tl 


Jupreme 
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Jupreme God, and none but my Father has that glory; 
they would upon the ſame regſam fill have ſaid, This 
was to be underſtood of him as men only. So that 
no words profeſſing himſelf xo? to be God, could be 
a proof of it, if this way of interpretation be allowed. 
I may therefore ſafely ſay thus much, that the bleſſed 
Jeſus has declared himfelf nat to be the ſupreme God, 
or equal to the Father, as plainly as words could 
ſpeak, or in brief expreſs ; and that this declaration 
made by him already, is not to be evaded any other 
way, than what will make it impoſſible his mind 
ſhould be underſtood by any words he could have 
deſignedly uſed in the matter. Let any one try if 
this do not hold true: and ſure it muſt be an abfard = 
way of interpretation, which leaves a man no oppor- 
tunity or power of peaking his meaning plainly, * 
as to be underſtood. 
4. Again, this way of interpretation, which the 
advocates of the opinion I oppoſe, are fo much ne- 
ceſſitated to for upholding their cauſe, does plainly 
overthrow. it again, and may be turned againſt them- 
ſelves : for if it be juſt and true to deny of Chriſt 
abſqlutely what belongs to him in one nature, becauſe 
there is another nature in which it belongs not to 
him ; then, ſince to be the chief God belongs to him 
(according to our adverſaries) only in one nature, and 
not in reſpect of the other, or human nature, it fol- 
lows that it may as juſtly be ſaid Jeſus Chriſt is not 
God, nor to be worſhipped or truſted as ſuch ; nay, 
chat he was not before the Virgin Mary, according to 
6 and this without adding any li- 

mitation 
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mitation or reſtriction, any more — our Lord does 

in the place mentioned. eee 
What would they ſay to one 8 mould . 
preach ſo, That Feſus is not God, that he cannot do 
all things, nor is equal to the Father, Sc.? Would 
they not conclude he was a denier of the Deity of 
Chriſt, elſe he would never ſpeak: ſo unguarded ? 
Upon the /ame account, when Jeſus Chriſt himſelf 
ſays, that he cannot of himſelf do all things, nor knows 
all things, and makes no reſerves in his words, we 
may conclude he alſo denies his being ſupreme God:; 
elſe, if it be a juſt way of ſpeaking in him, it cannot 
be unjuſt in us to imitate him, by denying him inde- 
finitely to be, what he in any one nature is not, i. e. 
that he is not God, without adding more. 1 


Nay, after this way of ſpeaking which they attri- 
dike to Chriſt, a man may be taught to ſay his creed ' 
backward, and yet make a true profeſſion of his faith, 
by denying of Jeſus Chriſt in abſolute expreſſions, 
whatever may be denied of one of his natures. Thus 
ſince the Apoſtles Creed takes notice of nothing to be 
believed concerning Chriſt, but what belongs to his 
manhood, which is ſtrange, if there were any articles 
relating to his ſupreme Deity, (which muſt be moſt 
important) one may venture to deny them all, with 
this ſecret unexpreſſed reſerve, viz. meaning it of the 
divine nature (to which they belong not.) So that 
one may ſay, I believe not that Jeſus Chriſt was con- 
ceived of the Holy Ghoſt, or born of the Virgin Mary; 
believe that he never was crucified under Pontius 


Pilate, nor was dead or buried; that he never ro/e 
nor 
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nor aſcended, nor will return viſibly again: for his 
divine nature (which it is — he had) was not 
capable of theſe things. And ſince they ſay, the 
perſonality is divine, here ſeems more warrant to be 
bolder in denying indefinitely of the perſon what be- 
longs not to the divine nature, whoſe: the perſonality 
is, than in ſo denying of the perſon what only belongs 
not to the human nature; as this interpretation makes 
Chriſt: to do. * A 
5. Finally, it weighs ſomething with me, in op- 
poſition to this way of interpretation, that the Evan- 
geliſts never take any occaſion (when they had ſo 
many) to ſubjoin any eaution againſt taking Chriſt's 
words in their obvious ſenſe, when he ſays, He did 
not know the hour, &c. and the like. If, as we ſaid, 
our Lord had no mind to reveal his divinity (though 
I fee not ſtill why he ſhould deny it thus) yet ſure his 
Apoſtles, who wrote ſo many years after, whom it 
concerned to reveal all important truths moſt clearly, 
would not fail to have ſet the reader right, by re- 
moving ſuch obvious objections as theſe are againſt 
the ſupreme Deity, of Chriſt; and ſaying, he ſpake 
this only in reſpect of his manhood, that he knew not 
all things, &c. But here is not one caution given, lis. 5 
as often we find there was about leſs matters. No Cb. 11.1 3. 
doubt it was becauſe they would have the thing un- 
derſtood as it fairly lies, not thinking of any ſuch ſe- 
_ cret reſerve in Chriſt, of a divine nature in his perſon, 
to be tacitly excepted, when he had denied ſuch 
perfections of his perſon indefinitely. | 


Thus it remains good, that Jeſus Chriſt diſclaims 
Y infinite 


lor its belonging to him, therefore I chuſe to fingle 
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infinice perfeRtions to belong to him as to the Fa- 
ther ; and therefore that he is not the ſame infinite 


God with him, if we can believe his own words. But 


before I conclude this argument, I ſhall endeavour 
to anſwer what our oppoſers offer on the contrary 


fide : they ſay there is abundant evidence from other 


ſcriptures, that Jeſus Chriſt has thoſe perfections in 
him, which I have ſhewed in the forementioned 
places he denies of himſelf. Theſe they lay in al- 
Hance to the other; and ſince both ſides cannot be 


proved, it muſt be examined, which ought to yield. 
Particularly they ſay, Omniſcience is aſcribed to Jeſus 


Chriſt, eyen ſuch as is peculiar to the ſupreme God; 
and ſince this indeed is that infinite perfection which 
they ſeem to alledge the moſt plauſible teſtimonies 


out this in particular. I think I have made good 
the negative already from his own mouth, that he did 
not know all things : Nor can any thing of equal evi- 
dence and force be produced for the affirmative, as 


will appear upon conſiderate examination. 


The inſtances uſually alledged to prove the ;ofinite 
Ommiſtience of Jeſus Chriſt, are either, 1. Such as 
ſpeak of his knowing all things in 8 z or, 2 
Of his knowing men's thoughts and hearts in parti- 
cular, To both which I reply— | 

Firft, It is objected, that the diſciples aſcribe to 
him the knowledge of all things, as John xvi. 30. Ch. 
xxi. 17. Thou knoweſt all things. I anſwer, That 
as thoſe expreſſions are words of admiration from the 
diſciples not yet inſpired ; ſo they are intended only to 
expreſs 
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expreſs: a very great and comprehenſive knowledge, 
far from infinite divine Omniſciento: as appears, 

1. By Chriſt's own words; he knew not what 
the Father knew, viz. the particular time of the Day 
of Judgment. ne en 
2. In that it was common to aſcribe all know- 
kdye to men of extraordinary wiſdom, efpecially 
when any intended to commend them highly, and 
were affected with wonder; for admiration and praiſe 
naturally mcline to run out into HyperBoſes. Thus 
the woman of Tekoab, under x ſurprizing wonder of 
David's ſagacity, cries out, My Lord knows all things 2 Sam. 144 
on earth, and is as wiſe ar am angel; And'the Apoſtle 
in commendation of ſome: Chriſtians ſays, They &oww 

all things. And yet it is plain fuch encomiums muſt , john 2. 
have their limitations. And indeed the us feern 20, 27. 
to have thought their prophets knew, in a manner, 
all things : Thus when a woman of ill fame andinted 
our Lord's head, the phariſee ſays of him, F this man Tak. 
were a-prophet, be would know' what manner of woman "oy 
this is. And when the woman of Samaria found 
that he told her of all her ſecret acts that ever” ſhe 
did, ſhe concludes thus, Sir, I perceive thou art a pro- 
pher. It is no wonder then if the diſciples ſpeak thus Ihn . 9 
of him, Thou knoweft all things, without eſteeming 
him more than the greateſt of prophets: | 
3. Tris evident they never intended more, by 
attributing all Þrowledpe to him, from their own words 
in one of the texts mentioned, John xvi. 30. where 
the diſciples tell us, how muck they inferred from his 
great knowledge (which they deſcribe and extol, by 
| a” ſaying, 
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ſaying, Thou knoweſt all things) not that he was 
God, but one ſent of God, By this we believe that thou 
cameſt forth from God. Not that thou thy ſelf art 
that God. So that by theſe large expreſſions, they 
only intend to attribute to him what a created being 
is, by divine aſſiſtance, capable of: and therefore it 
is violence to their words, to infer from them, that 
Jeſus Chriſt is God, when themſelves infer no ſuch 
thing, who beſt knew their own meaning. 

And yet if it were granted that our Lord Jeſus 
knows all things, i. e. which actually are; yet if he 
knows not all futurities too, which himſelf denies, 
- he comes ſhort of infinite Omniſcience. For ought 
I know, a finite being may have a knowledge com- 
menſurate to this poor earth, which is but @ duſt of 


. - the ballance; and yet not know all God's ſecret pur- 


poſes, or the ſeaſons which the Father keeps in his 
own hand, As i. 7. 

It is objected, That the knowledge of the . 
is aſcribed to Chriſt, John ii. 25. Mat. ix. 9. but eſ- 
pecially Rev. ii. 23. And this they ſay is what be- 
longs to God only, as Solomon judges, 1 Kings viii. 
39. and God claims it as his eminent glory, Fer: xvii. 
10. and yet eus Chriſt ſays, I am he who ſearches the 
Beart; therefore ſay they, ſurely he muſt be that 
God, who only knows the hearts of all the children of 
men. I take this to be the ſtrongeſt inſtance that 
can be produced from the ſacred text, for proving 
any infinite divine perfections to belong to the Lord 
Jeſus Chriſt, and it ſhall be ſeriouſly conſidered. 
In anſwer hereto, I ſhall ſhew /wo things. 1. In 

1 1 | what 
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what ſenſe, the ſearching and knowing the heart is 
made peculiar to God, and incommunicable to others, 
by thoſe texts. 2. That notwithſtanding it be pe- 
culiar to him in ſome ſenſe, yet theſe acts may in 
another ſenſe be juſtly attributed to another, and 

| puny by him who is not the moſt high God. 


1. As to the former, though Solomon fays, Tou, 
Lana, only knoweſt the hearts of all men; yet what if 
I fiy, it is no wonder that Solomon ſhould not know 
of any other to whom that excellency was commu- 
nicated, ſince this myſtery of the unſearchable riches 
and fulneſs of Chriſt, and of God's being manifeft in 
his'fleſh, and his high exaltation of him, was hidden 
in the ages paſt, and only manifeſted in the times 
of the Goſpel: for it is in theſe latter times that out 
Lord Jeſus has obtained his great authority and dig- 
nity, for which he has received anſwerable abilities. 
Fer I add, ſuch expreffions in ſcripture, appropri- 
ating ſome perfections to God, do only import that 
Gott has no equal herein, or that there is an eminent 
fenſe only in which ſuch perfections are peculiar to 
God, and incommunicabſe to all others; though. ſtill 
in a lower ſenſe fortiething of them may be commu- 
nicate> by him to others} And this ſhall be ſeen to 
be no forced ſuppoſition, but according to the cur- 
rent ſtrain of plain Scripture, in a multitude of in- 
ſtances.” Thus it is ſaid, that God only is wiſe, Rom. 
vi. 27. 1 Tim. i. 17. So Chyb. xvi. God only 
has immurtality. So thou only art holy, Rev. xv. 4. 
And yet there are wiſe and holy men, and immortal. 
N. angels and ſpirits. But che meaning of thoſe 

F. appropriate 


Acts 5. 
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appropriate expreſſions is, that the bleſſed God is 


' wiſe, and holy, and immortal, in a more excellent 


way and higher ſenſe than all others, and in which 
fenſe others cannot be ſo. So when it is ſaid, God 
only knows the hearts of men, it muſt be interpreted 
the ſame way, viz. That there is none can know 
the heart as God does, ſo univerſally, ſo immediately 


and independently; and yet it is no contradiction 


to ſay that he enables another to do it, in great mea- 
fure, under him. And as he would argue but very 
weakly, who ſhould go about to.prove an angel to 
be God, from this, that he is called holy and wile, 
Sc. which are ſaid to belong to. God only: even ſo 
in the ſame manner muſt they argue, who would 
prove Jeſus Chriſt to be the ſupreme God, from his 
knowing men's hearts, becauſe, it is ſaid to belong to 
God only; except they can, ſhew that Jeſus Chriſt 
knows in the ſame excellent independent manner, 
and degree, as his Father, and that he is no more be- 
holden to him for ability and aſſiſtance, than he is to 
his Son Fe/us Chriſt. So I might argue from Ja. 
xlvi. 9. that God only knows futurities, and yet how 
often have the prophets foretold them from him? 


And it is not hard to ſuppoſe, that as holineſs and 
wiſdom, ſo to know the thoughts and hearts of men, 
hath been communicated to Prophets and Apoſtles. 
Was there not ſomething of this, if not in the pro- 
Phet Eliſba's telling the ſecret counſels of the Syrian 
king, 2 Kings vi. 12. yet at leaſt in the ſpirit of diſ- 
cerning mentioned 1 Cor. xii. 10. and in the caſe of 
Annanias and Saphira ? I grant this was by divine 


alſiſtance 
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afaſtauce of the Spirit of God, and by Revelation: 
Neither is our Lord Jeſus Chriſt aſhamed to own that 
his knowledge is ſometimes owing to Revelation from 
God his Father, Rev. i. 1. If any ſhould aſk, how 
Jeſus Chriſt comes to know all that he reveals in 
thoſe ſeven epiſtles to the ſeven churches, &c. the 
very firſt words of that book of the Revelations may 
be an anſwer ; I was the Revelation which God gave 
to Feſus Chriſt, &c. No wonder then that he ſays, 
he knows their works, their hearts, and their ap- 
proaching judgments and trials, when his own vaſt 
abilities are aſſiſted by God's Revelation. 


But it will be ſaid, that his ſearching the heart, im- 
ports it to be his own act. Anſwer ; So it may very 
well be ; for whatever a man knows, he knows it by 
his own act. And why may not the mind ſearch, 
and yet be under the light of Revelation, and the 
influence of ſuperior aſſiſtance? But yet after all, 
theſe words of ſearching the heart, are only an ex- 
preſſion that denotes the accuracy of his knowledge, 
not the manner of attaining to it ; for taken properly, 
as applied to God, it is diſhonourable to ſay, he is 
put to make a ſearth, ſince all things are naked and 
open to his view. And ¶ they muſt be taken frily 
and properly, as applied to Chriſt, then they belong 
not to him in the /ame ſenſe as they do to God, and 
ſo can be no argument of his being that God. Which 
leads me to ſhew, * 

Secondly, That there is no abſurdity in attributing 
this knowledge of the heart to Jeſus Chriſt, though 


he be not the moſt high God, That he knows things 
with 


= An bumble Inquiry into 


— 


with ſome limitation as to the degree, and in depen- 
dence on his Father as to the manner, appears by 
what has been ſaid already. And therefore the know- 
tedge of the heart attributed to him, muſt be ſuch 
as is conſiſtent with his ſubordination to the Father' $ 
greater knowledge. 

It is pleaded, That it is not pollible for a finite 
being to have fuch univerſal knowledge of the hearts 
and ways of men, as is aſcribed to Jeſus Chriſt, and 
which, as head and ruler of the church and world, 
he ought to have, and. therefore he is infinite God. 


Anſwer; I am pretty ſure it can never be demon- 
ſtrated, that it exceeds a finite capacity to know the 
concerns of all on this earth, when the enlarged un- 
derſtanding is aſſiſted in the higheſt manner by di- 
vine influence and revelation. The reaſon is, be- 
cauſe the obje is finite ; and I challenge any man 


to ſhew me how it can be impoſſible for a finite ca- 


pacity to comprehend a finite object, as this world 
is, and would be, though it were ten thouſand times 
greater than it is? I am ſatisfied this can never be 
demonſtrated to imply any contradiabn in it; and 
that all ſuch imaginations concerning it, proceed 
chiefly from too high a corſteit of man, and too low 
apprehenſion of the infinite God ; as if the diſtance 
between theſe two were ſo ſmall, that there could not 
be one made of a capacity ſo much above men, as to 
be commenſuratè to them all, but preſently he muſt 
be the moſt high God : as though that Supreme Be- 
ing could not produce one who ſhould be a thouſand 
times beyond all this earth and its inhabitants, and 
yet it be infinitely below himſelf, _ Let 
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Let us then bethink ourſelves ſeriouſly, not what 
the church in latter days has thought of Jeſus Chriſt, 
but what his own Apoſtles, when in/pired, have thought 
of him. Methinks none was more likely, or ever 
had a fairer occaſion to repreſent his Lord in the 
height of his glory, than the Apoſtle Peter in the day 
of Pentecoſt ; that day of triumph, with the newly and 
viſibly inſpired Apoſtles: Hear how magnificently he 
deſcribes his glorious Lord Jeſus before his murder- 
ers, Ye men of Iſrael bear theſe words, Feſus of Naza- Acts 2.22, 
reth, a man ane God among you, by miracles, 
wonders and ſigns, tobich God did by bim in the midſt 
of you. Again, Let all the houſe of Iſrael know aſſur- Yer. 36. 
 edly, that God hath made that ſame Jeſus, whom ye 
have crucified, both Lord and Chriſt, Now it is ob- 
ſervable, the Apoſtle was aiming at ſuch a deſcription 
of Jeſus Chriſt, as might ſtrike the hearts of his mur- 
derers with the greateſt horror of their crime; and Ver. 23: 
therefore could never omit the moſt emphatical branch 
of his deſcription, viz. his infinite Deity, if he had 
really been ſuch. What a terrifying argument had 
that been tambegec conviction in his perſecutors be- 
yond all the reſt, to tell them, they had ſhed the blood 
of the infinite God bimſelſ It is certainly all flat and 
low that Peter ſays in compariſon of this, viz. That 
he was a man approved of God. Did he not under- 
ſtand, or would he betray his cauſe by ſuch an omiſ- 
fion ? And yet he only repreſents Ohriſt as a God by 
inhabitation and exaltation ; when he was far from 
being daunted with any fear to own Chriſt fully. 
Nay, if this Deity of Chriſt were a fundamental arti- 


cle 
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cle of the Chriſtian Faith, how comes it to paſs, that 
when poor convinced fouls, in anguiſh for their crimes, 
ſeek direction how to þe ſaved from them, the Apoſtle 
ſhould not acquaint them with this article, but di- 
rects them to believe in this Jeſus, ſuch as he had 
deſcribed him? Did he direct wounded fouls to an 
inſufficient Saviour, without telling them, he was the 


Infinite God ? Yet they are baptized and added to 


the church, and numbered among ſuch as ſhall be 
ſaved : How can this be, if the ſupreme Godhead 
of Chriſt be a fundamental __ the Chriſtian 
Faith ?, 


I ee with ſorrow, that to this very day, even among 
profeſſed Chriſtians themſelves, Chriſt crucified is to 
ſome a ſtumbling-block, and ro others fooliſhneſs. 
If he be not as good and great as the God who ap- 
pointed him for a Saviour, though he be allowed to 
be a man approved of God, by ſigns and mighty won- 
ders which God did by wim ; and by whom God 
made the worlds, as the inſtrument ; though he be 
granted to be one in whom dwelt all the fulneſs of 
the Godhead, ſo as it never dwelt be in prophets 
or any other; though he be Qu#"ww1ith the Father, by 
unity of conſent and will, & Calvin interprets Jobn 
x. 30. One in teſtimony with the Father and Spirit, 
as Beza and many others underſtand that in 1 John 
v. 7. though he be the moſt lively viſible image of 
God that the world ever ſaw, ſo that he who ſees him 
does in great meaſure /ee the Father, as in a bright 
mirror, John xiv. 10. though he be owned and ſerv- 


ed, as one far above angels and arch-angels, and 
over 


uw 


the Deity of Jesvs Cnkisr. 39 


over all powers in heaven and earth, a God or ruler, 
the great adminiſtrator of God's kingdom, both on 
earth and in the inviſible hades, as having the keys, or 
miniſterial power of death and bell: yet after all this, Rev. 1. 18, 
if he be not the very ſupreme God himſelf ; nay, to 
complete the abſurdity, if he be not the /ame very 
God, whoſe Son and image he ig; he ſhall be no Me- 
diator for them: they do ex Hpotbeſi, or on this ſup- 
poſition, openly diſown him for their Saviour and 
2 are aſhamed to truſt in him, and 
ſeem rather to deride and reproach him, as inſuſicient 
and contemptible, than to believe on him. Theſe 
things are to me a very grievous offence, who think it 
a great pity that ſo. excellent a conſtitution as the 
Goſpel is, ſo amiable to contemplate, ſo proper to 
entertain our thankful admiration for the grace and 
wiſdom it contains, ſhould ether be loſt in the clouds 
ol an affected obſcurity, or expoſed to the deriſion of 
ungodly ſcoffers. _ 


For my own part, as I write this under the ſerious 
impreſſions of thoſe great relations in which the bleſ- 
fed Jeſus ſtands aa me, whom I credit as my great 
teacher; whom I deſire to admire and love as my 
gracious endeared benefaffor, beyond father and mo- 
ther, or friends, &c. whom I reverence as my Lord 
and ruler, and ſolemnly expect as my final glorious 
judge, who is to come. in his own, and in his Father's 14 
glory; and in the mean time, deal with God through 28 
him, as my only mediator and interceſſor: So I ear- 
neſtly profeſs, that it is not without grievous and bit- 
ter reſentments, that I ſhould be employed in writing 

things, 


28. gerous thing to ſay, God is not greater than he, or is 
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things, which by ſo many well - meaning Chriſtians 
will be miſinterpreted, to be derogatory to the honour = 
of this great Redeemer. But I know he loves no- 
thing but truth in his cauſe, and will never be offend- 
ed, I hope, with any who ſtand by his own words, 
John 14. viz. The Father is greater than I. I think it a dan» 


not the bead of Chrift ; for, ubom will ye equal 1a me, 
e. 25 · ſaith the Holy One? I am * it is arwho] 
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Relating to the oRIOINAL AUTHORITY 


of that Text---1 John, v. 7---There 


are Three that bear Record i in H, eaven, 
Xe. 


_— «+» © 
„dee. 


A T E. R mentioning a great number of ancient 

copies, he ſays, © All theſe want this text, 
though in ſome of the later manuſcripts there are in 
the margin ſhort notes, by way of gloſs or comment, 
over againſti rit, tbe Water, and the Blood; ap- 
plying theſe to the Fusber, Word, and Spirit, accord- 
ing to an ancient myſticeWinterpretation. And from 
the margin, Father Simo judges theſe words did af- 
terwards ſlide into the text, which are in our ſeventh 
verſe. Which is a very natural and eaſy account, 
and the only way by which Dr. MilPkimſclf accounts 
for ſo many other interpolations,” “ 
e It may reaſonably be inquired, if there be any 


more evidence for bis text, ſince the firſt reformation ? 
F The 
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The preſent current notions of the Trinity were re- 
ceived then as much as now, perhaps more; and yet 
as Luther would not put his into the text in am edi- 
tion of his German Bible, nor durſt Bullinger take it 
in, ſo our old Bibles in Henry VIII's and Edward VI's 
time, had theſe Þords of the ſeventh ver/e, and the words 
in earth, in the eighth, in ſmall letters, and ſometimes 
in a parentbeſis; to ſhew they were not to be eſteemed 
of the ſame certain authority with the other parts of 
the Epiſtle, becauſe the manuſcripts wanted them. 
In Queen Elixabeib's Bible, 1566, I find the /eme ; 
and ber latter Bibles were the fr /t which took them 
in, as they now are; between 1 566, and 1580, but 
whether by the influence of the Convocation which 
intervened, I know not.” 


& I ſhall take my jeans of this ſubject, by heving 
only how groundleſs and falſe Mr. Martin's funda- 
mental ſuppoſition is, viz. That the Latin Bibles, 
of the 67h, and 7th, and 87h ages, generally had this 
tert, from the decifive words of that tranſcendant 
N _ of * age, Dr. Bentley. 


* * — 


. "I. F — a thought, © a priÞf1, "that if St. Jerom's 
vc true Latin exemplar couldW come at, it would be found 
«to agree exattly with the Greek text of the ſame age; 

« and /o the old copies of eath age (if ſo agreeing) would 

ee give mutual proof.,t0 each other. Whereupon, rejett- 

c ing the printed eattions of each, and the ſeveral ma- 

ce nuſcriptsMtif ſeven centuries, and under, I made uſe of 

« none, 2 thoſe of a thouſand years ago, or above, (of 

te eobich fort I have twenty now in my ſiudy, that one | 

| te with 
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« with mother, make twenty thouſand years.) I had 
ce the pleaſure to find, as I preſaged, that they agreed 
« exattly like two tallies, or two indetttures :———By 
ce this you ſee that in my propoſed work, the fate of that 
« verſe (i. ei John v. 7.) will be à mere queſtion of 
« fach. And if the fourth century knew that text, let it 
« come in, in God's name: But if that age did not know 
« it, then Arianiſm in its height was beat down, with- 
« out the belp of that verſe : and let the fact prove 
« bow it will, the doctrine is unſhaken. Now if theſe 
ce twenty ſo ancient copies all agree in wanting that 
« verſe, (as I am ſatisfied, none ſuppoſes they agree 
ce in having it) we may ſee what credit is due to Mr. 
« Martin's ſtrongeſt imagination, concerning the 
* copies of thoſe ages. Here is plain fact againſt 
« his extravagant fancies.” 6 
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« A LTHO' an inquiry into the truth of the doc- 

trine of the Trinity may poſſibly difturb the 
minds of ſome weak Chriſtians, who have been abſurd- 
ly taught from the Pulpit, that as every ſin is infinite, 
being committed againſt an infinite God, ſo nothing leſs 
than an infinite atonement can render God the Father 
(who they paint to themſelves as the offended perſon 
in the Trinity) propitious to them ;—yet theſe ſhould 


"conſider that viewing our bleſſed Saviour as the Su- 


preme God deſtroys all idea of interceſſion and medi- 
ation, as no greater abſurdity could enter the heart 
of man, than the ſuppoſing mgercede with 
himſelf, or that he came dow aH earth, and ſuffered 
a cruel death to appeaſe hif@wn wrath : whereas the 


'mediatorſhip of Chriſt, conſidering him as a pre-ex- 


iſting, ſuper-angelick being, offering to leave the 
regions of bliſs, and come into this world, in the form 


of a man, in ordWfto inſtruct mankind in the way of 


ſalvation, and declare to them the hopes they may 
entertainpf the pardon of their ſins, and a happy im- 
mortality, on repentance and amendment; and ſur- 

"OY rendering 
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rendering up his life as a ſacrifice, | to confirm his 
diſciples in the truths he had taught them: All 
this is very comprehenſible, and no ways repugnant 
to common ſenſe : and although Almighty God 
might, no doubt, have reformed and pardoned man- 
kind by other methods, if he had thought fit ; yet, 
as he appears to have choſen this way, no doubt for 
wiſe reaſons, it behoves us to acquieſce, with humi- 
lity and gratitude, in this diſpenſation, and to be ear- 
neſtly ſolicitous to obtain the benefits of it.” 


« Every propoſition requires a force of en 
in proportion to its incredibility. 

«© The doctrine of the Trinity, Revelation apart, 
is confeſſedly, in the higheſt degree, incredible, and 
therefore requires the moſt clear and — evi- 
dence to ſupport it. 

« I would now aſk,, has this doctrine that clear 
and undoubted evidence in ſcripture, which the na- 


ture of it requires? It certainly has not; for it is 


well known, that great numbers of learned, ſerious 
and pious Chriſtians, after the moſt diligent ſearch 


into their Bylleagaave rejected it, as both unſcriptu- 
ral and abfurd: have not conſidered Chriſt's 
being frequently ſtiled God, in the Scriptures, as any 


proof of his being the Sapreme God ; as the Hebrew 
and Greek words tranſlated God, are often uſed in a 
ſubordinate ſenſe ; and it is in this ſenſe they have 
thought it ought to be conſtruedÞMyhenever applied 
to our bleſſed Saviour; more eſpeci he him- 
ſelf was careful (left the witneſſes of hþ, miracles 
ſhould think too highly of him) to guard againſt 

bk. any 


9 


tion to ſay, that the Almigh 
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46 
any miſconſtruction, by declaring his ſobordination 
to his Father, and diſclaiming, at one time or other, 
every attribute belonging to the Deity—as, 

ETERNAL SELF-ExISTENCE, by ſaying, he is of 
the Father, which muſt mean that he is derived from 
him; and this neceſſarily implies, that he is neither ſelf- 
exiſtent nor eternal; as the Being derived from, muſt 
exiſt before another Being can be derived from him: 

*« OQMNISCIENCE, by ſaying, * Of that hour knoweth 
no man, 10, not the Son, but the Father only :” 

© OMNIPOTENCE, by ſaying, he could do nothing 
of himſelf. 

« InrxixniTe GooDNsss, by ſaying, © Why calleſt 
thou me good; there is none good but one, that is God. 

« The ſuppoſition that Jeſus Chriſt had two na- 
tures, the one human, the other divine, they conſider 
only as a cunning inyention of the Trinitarians to an- 
ſwer at every turn, but which was never once men- 
tioned by Chriſt himſelf, and has no foundation in 
Scripture. 

<« Neither have his works of creation, or his mira- 
cles, while on earth, convinced t 
Supreme God ; as it would be 


uld not inveſt a crea- 
ture with power to do all this and much more. 

ce Nor has the manner of his performing theſe works 
determined him, in their. opinion, to be the Supreme 
God ; for being inveſted with power over all created 
nature, he t, without preſumption, ſpon. | in his 
own namegand ſay, « Let there be light:“ —“ Laza- 
rus, come forth ':”—* Be of good cheer, thy ſins are 
forgiven thee.” &c.. Nor 
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«© Nor have they thought that his being ſaid to 
have been from the beginning, any proof of the eter- 
nity of his exiſtence, as eternity has no beginning. 

c For theſe reaſons, they have declared their opi- 
nions, that this doctrine ought to be expunged from 
the Chriſtian Creed. * 

ce It cannot be denied, but that Chriſtians, in the 
early ages of the Church, were exceedingly divided 
in their opinions reſpecting the perſon of Chriſt; and 
that it was not 'till ſeveral hundred years after his 
death, that the doctrine of the Trinity was made up, 
as we now find it, in the famous Nicene Creed, fa- 
bricated by Athanaſius and his adherents, in the heat 
of party zeal, and which (though much to be lament- 
ed) has, ſince his time, been the ſtandard of faith, 
in another church, beſides that of Rome. In this 
Creed, we are told, That chere are three perſons in 
the Godhead ; all three of equal power, and each of 
himſelf God; and yet that there are not three Gods, 
but one God p and that all Chriſtians are bound to 
believe this, in a clear and diſtinct manner; not con- 

founding the, or dividing the ſubſtance ; otherwiſe 
they will periſh evefhſtingly, and that without « doubt. 

« We are alſo told, that the Second Perſon in the 

Trinity was neither made, nor created, but begotten ; ,, 
that the Third Perſon was neither made, nor created, , * 
nor begotten, but proceeding. . Now I would aſk, 
What ſenſe can be put upon the Word Begotter, if 
made, created, and proceeding, are excliihg,from the 
definition? I will venture, no ſenſe; if it is, of 


courſe, Nu. 2. 
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